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Abstract 
The present stLldy aimed to explore the various psychosocial 
correlates of marital satisfaction among Chinese couples 
in Hong Kong. The first purpose of this study was to investigate 
the relationship betweeen couples' communication patterns, 01son's 
Cohesion and Adaptability dimensions, and marital satisfaction. 
The second purpose was to examine the cross-cultural and external 
validity of Olson et al's (1979) circumplex model of family 
relationships. A measure of response set bias was included. 
One hundred and two couples from 10-15 churches were recruited 
to participate in this study. Sub j ect s comp 1 et ed a package of 
q~estionnaires consisting of the Chinese adaptations of Olson et 
al 's (1986) FACES III (Family Adaptability and Cohesion Evaluation 
Scales III), Bievenu's (1979) Marital Communication Inventory, 
Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale by Crowne and Marlowe 
(1960), and Im§~'s (1978) Marital Satisfaction Scale. 
The resu 1 t s showed that sUPP9r·t ive '€Qmmun i cat i on was pos it i ve 1 y 
,s""(:', " ' r ~ " :.; "" '''~:1 '' . , 
correlated to marital sat t.·sfac't jO:r.l' a ·n.a>'\aversive communication 
, I'\,;f\ 
ne gat i ve 1 y cor r e 1 ate d tom a r ita 1 sat i s f a c '1: ~'i .ci;f1 • For h u s ban d s, the 
. I " ~ ' . '\ ;'~" :! ' . ; 
best predictor of marital satisfact 'i'on was ,:aversive communication, 
and for wives, supportive communication. Results validated linear 
relationships between the dimensions of cohesion and adaptability 
of Olson's Circumplex model with marital satisfaction for females. 
For males, only Cohesion was linearly related to marital 
satiscation. Cat e go r i z i n g sub j ec t sin t 0 Ba 1 an c e d, Mid r an 9 e , an d 
Extreme types yielded no significant results in relation to marital 
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Studies have shown that unpleasant life experiences can lead to 
personal distress (Kanner, Coyne, Schaeffer, and Lazarus, 1981). 
Such distress in turn contributes to personal stress and added life 
strain (Pearlin and Schooler, 1978). Amongst life experiences, 
marriage plays an important and central role as reflected in the 
Soc i a 1 Read just ment Rat i ng Sca 1 e deve 1 aped by Ho 1 mes and Rahe 
(1967). Psychiatrists Thomas Holmes and R. H. Rahe, in their study 
on stressful life events, reasoned that environmental changes that 
requi re some form of coping place an adjust ive demand on an 
individual. They theorized that an individual's ability to deal 
with adjustive demands ;s limited. A clustering of such events 
could deplete the individual's adaptive reserves, impairing the 
immune system. A list of such life events in descending order of 
~djustive demand was compiled. The top three life events are all 
related to marriage, namely: death of spouse, divorce, and marital 
separation. In other words, events that causes change in an 
individual's marital status are highly stressful. 
~arital Satisfaction 
Marital satisfaction is one of the terms used for assess"jng 
marital quality and is closely assoicated with marital happiness, 
ad j ustment and ag reement (Bowan, 1 990) . I t has to do wi than 
individual's happiness about his/her marital relationship with 
his/her spouse. Marital satisfaction or dissatisfaction will have 
definite bearing on personal well-being or distress (Gove, Hughes, 
and Style, 1983; Pearlin and Schooler, 1978). Specifically, 
marital dissatisfaction is perceived as an unpleasant life 
experience leading to distress (Beck, 1988) and even divorce 
(Weiss, 1975). On the other hand, marital satisfaction will serve 
to reduce stress in daily living. For e x amp 1 e , ma r ita 1 
satisfaction has been shown to have a high correlation with overall 
, 
life happiness in surveys in the United States (Glenn and Weaver, 
1 981 ) • In other words, factors that correlate positively with 
marital satisfaction in a couple will contribute towards reduction 
of personal stress and life strains and enhance their general well-
being. Living in an age of high stress levels and increasing 
divorce rates, ma r ita 1 satisfaction will be a significant 
contributory factor towards the reduction or even prevention of 
divorces and its accompanying emotional trauma. Studies have shown 
that marital happiness can be a protection against the probability 
of divorce (White and Booth-, 1991). 
Review of literature has shown that many factors influence 
marital satisfaction (Basco, Bi rchler, Kalal, Talbott, et al., 
1991; Baxter, Dindia, 1990; Bowan, 1990; Craddock, 1991; Fowers, 
1991; Heaton and Pratt, 1990; Kelly and Burgoon, 1991; Kurdek, 
1990; Noller, Guthrie, 1989; Perry, Perry, and Crouter, 1990; 
Pollock, Die, and Marriot, 1990; Rollins and Feldman, '1970). To 
name a few, Kelly and Burgoon (1991) examining the role played by 
relational expectations in marital satisfaction and found the 
discrepancy between one's expectation for his/her spouse's 
2 
relational behaviour and one's perception of spouse's actual 
behaviour significantly predicted marital satisfaction. Others 
have studied attitudinal similarity as a predictor of marital 
satisfaction. Craddock's (1991) investigation on attitudinal 
similarity showed similar religious orientation in couples was 
assoicated with higher levels of couple satisfaction. Likewise, 
Heaton's and Pratt's (1990) study showed denominational homogamy 
, 
and church attendance homogamy contribute to marital success. 
Several studies have found correlation between gender 
difference and marital satisfaction (Fowers, 1991; Fowers and 
Olson, 1989; Gove, Hughes, and Style, 1983). Differences in 
husbands' and wives' marital satisfaction showed that men obtained 
greater mental health benefits from marriages than do women 
(Fowers, 1991). Another study (Perry, Perry, and Crouter, 1990) 
concentrated on men's provider-role attitudes and their 
involvements in household tasks in dual-earner couples. It was 
theorized that men holding traditional attitudes about their duty 
to provide economically for the family would perform fewer 
household tasks than men with more egalitarian attitudes. That is, 
men's provider-role attitudes were related to their involvement in 
family work. Main/secondary providers were less involved in 
traditionally feminine household tasks than either coproviders or 
ambivalent coproviders. The results showed the congruence of role 
beliefs and the enactment of role behaviors within the home were 
related to higher levels of marital satisfaction for men. 
Other research focused on the family life cycle as a 
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determinant of marital satisfaction (Anderson, Russell, and Schumm, 
1983; Rollins and Feldman,1970). Rollins and Feldman (1970) 
measured spouses' overall satisfaction in different stages of the 
f am i 1 y c y c 1 e . They found a U-shaped re 1 at i onsh i p mean i ng that 
satisfaction was greatest at the beginning and at the end of the 
f am i 1 y 1 i f e c y c 1 e , wit h a not ice a b 1 e d e c 1 i n e 0 c cur r i n gin the 
middle. Hence the newly married couples and couples whose children 
, 
are grown and launched have the greatest marital satisfaction with 
noticeable declines during the childbearing years. More recent 
st i ud i es by Anderson, Russe 11, and Schumm (1983) have obt a i ned 
similar results. 
Effective communication is crucial to the success of a 
marriage. Fowers and 01son (1989) clearly demonstrated the 
damaging role of poor communication in their study. Of the three 
most important areas of marital functioning in their study, two 
involved communication. They were spouses' comfort in shar i ng 
information with each other and willingness to recognize and 
resolve conflicts between them. Similarly, in a study of couples 
who sought family counseling, nearly 87% of the couples reported 
communication difficulties (Beck and Jones, 1973). It shows poor 
communication is the leading problem among these distressed 
couples. 
Other studies have compared communication patterns in happy and 
unhappy marriages. Nol1er and Gallois (1988) noted that unhappy 
couples find i t difficult to convey positive messages, 
misunderstand each other more often, are less likely to recognize 
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that they have been misunderstood, and use more frequent, intense 
and negative messages. Davidson, Balswick, and Halverson (1983) 
found that couples who are similar in self-disclosure tend to be 
more satisfied than those who are dissimilar, meaning one partner 
prefers a great deal of self-disclosure while the other prefers 
less. Some studies have focused on communication styles (Baxter 
and Dindia, 1990), communication and egalitarian , marital role 
expectations (Pollock, Die, and Marriott, 1990), and communication 
skills training (Noller and Guthrie, 1989). 
A 1 though st ud i es have been done on at tit udes, pe rcept ions, 
expectations, gender differences, communication, and marital 
satisfaction, each study has focused only on one or two aspects of 
the marital relationship to the exclusion of the others. Very few 
studies have been done on correlations between family functioning 
(e.g., cohesion and adaptability) and marital satisfaction. In a 
study on marital communication in the eighties, Noller and 
Fitzpatrick (1990) came to the conclusion that the decade of the 
eight i es was one in wh i ch researche rs have concent rat ed on the 
deve 1 opment of soph i st i cat ed t echno 109 i ca 1 and st at i st i ca 1 
procedure that have enabled researchers to use multiple methods and 
ob t a i n d i f fer en t per s pe c t i ve son the s am e ; n t era et; 0 n . The s e 
authors recommended that research in the nineties should focus on 
increasing understanding of the factors that mediate between 
marital communication and marital satisfaction, so that insights 
gained may be used to help couples to improve their communication 
and hence gain greater satisfaction from their relationship. 
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The vast majority of studies on marital satisfaction and 
mar ita 1 commun i cat i on have been done by researche rs from the 
western world on subjects from the west. The few studies done on 
t he Ch i nese popul at ions in Hong Kong, Ta i wan and the Peop 1 e' s 
Rep u b 1 i c 0 f Chi n a f 0 c use d mo reo nth e f am i 1 y (P a r ish, 1 981 ), the 
i n flu en c e 0 f f am i 1 y pat h 0 log y 0 n j u v e nil e del i n que n t s ( H s i en, 
1981), and on deviant marriage patterns (McGough, 1981). 
# 
Others 
concentrated on the role of the Chinese women in rapidly changing 
societies like Hong Kong, Taiwan, and the People's Republic of 
China, and their adjustments to these changes (Cheung, Wan, Choi, 
and Choy, 1991). still others focused on the Chinese family and 
its changes over the years ( ~ it, 1991). Little has been done on 
Chinese couples about their styles of communication and factors 
that determine marital satisfaction. 
Olson and his associates in the last decade have done numerous 
studies on · family structure which have great implications for the 
understanding of possible psychosocial correlates of marital 
satisfaction. These researchers have developed a conceptual model 
of family interaction and developed scales to validate their model 
(Beavers and Voeller, 1983; Olson and Craddock, 1980; Olson and 
McCubbin, 1982; Olson, Portner, and Bell, 1982; Olson, Russell, and 
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Sprenkle, 1979; 1980; 1983; Olson, Sprenkle, and Russell, 1979; 
Russell, 1979; Russell and Olson, 1982). They developed the 
circumplex model of marital and family systems, through the 
conceptual clustering of over 50 concepts which describe marital 
and family dynamics. Out of these 50 concepts three dimensions 
emerge: cohesion, adaptability, and communication (see figure 1, 
page 41). 
The d; mens; on of 5;_ot:'-~_s i on has to do wi t h the deg ree to wh i ch 
family members are separated from or connected to their family. It 
is defined as the emotional bonding that family members have toward 
one another. Specific concepts involved are: emotional bonding, 
boundaries, coalitions, time, space, friends, decision making, 
interests and recreation. 
The second d i mens i on of S!J1~pl~J~jJ . Jty_ assesses the ext ent to 
which t h ef am i 1 y system is flexible and able to change. It is 
defined as the ability of a marital or family system to change its 
power structure, role relationships, and relationship rules in 
response to situational and developmental stress. Specific 
concepts used to diagnose and measure these dimensions are: family 
power (assertiveness, control, discipline), negotiation style, role 
relationships and relationship rules. 
Although both of the cohesion and adaptability dimensions are 
on a continuum, they can each be classified into four different 
1 eve 1 s. The cohes ion d i mens i on ranges from ext reme low 
(dis~ngaged), to extreme high (enmeshed), with 2 moderate levels 
labeled as separated and connected. Similarly, the adaptability 
7 
dimension ranges from extreme low (rigid), to extreme high 
(chaotic), with 2 moderate levels of flexible and structured in 
between. Olson et al (1982) hypothesized that the central levels 
of cohesion (separated and connected) are more conducive to optimal 
m a r ita 1 and f am i 1 y fun c t ion i n g . L i k e w i se, the c e n t r all eve 1 s 0 f 
adaptabi -lity (structured and flexible) are more conducive to 
marital and family functioning. 
The matrix of the four levels of each of cohesion and 
adaptability dimensions combine together to form 16 possible 
interaction style of families. These labels are descriptive of the 
relationship of the family process rather than evaluative. Out of 
these sixteen, four quadrants emerged: the four inner, more 
mo de r at e (b a 1 an c e d) t y pes 0 n bot h the co he s ion an d ad apt ab i 1 i t Y 
dimensions, (flexibly separated, felxibly connected, structurally 
separat ed, and st ruct u ra 11 y connect ed); the fou rout er, more 
ext reme (ext reme) on bot h d i mens ions (chaot i ca 11 y disengaged, 
, chaotically enmeshed, rigidly disengaged, and rigidly enmeshed), 
and eight - types of extrem~ on one dimension while moderate on the 
other (mid range), that is, extreme on cohesion, moderate on 
adaptability (flexibly disengaged, structurally disengaged, 
flesibly enmeshed, and structurally enmeshed); and extreme on 
adaptability and moderate on cohesion (chaotically separated, 
chaotically connected, rigidly separated, and rigidly connected). 
Hence these sixteen types are grouped into balanced, extreme, and 
m i d~r an get y pes de pen din 9 0 nth e i r - res pe c t i ve po sit ion son the 
Circumplex Model. 
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A third dimension in this circumplex model i s f am i 1 y 
communicatiQn. This is considered a facilitating dimension, that 
is, i t i s con s i de red cri tic a 1 for f a c ; 1 ita tin g co u p 1 e san d f am i 1 i e s 
to move on the other two dimensions. Positive communication skills 
(that is, empathy, reflective listening, supportive comments) 
enable couples and families to share with each other their changing 
needs and preferences as they relate to cohesion and adaptability. 
, 
Likewise, negative communication skills (that is, criticism, double 
messages, double binds) minimizes the ability of a couple or family 
members to share their feeling and restrict their movement on these 
dimensions. 
Separat e sca 1 es have been deve loped to measu re t he co r re 1 at ions 
between the dimensions of cohesion, adaptability and communication 
on f am i 1 y fun c t ion i n g . Empirical studies with functional and 
dysfunctional families both as intact families and different dyadic 
subg roups have va 1 i dat ed t he mode 1 . For i nst ance, a st udy by 
Clarke (1984) focused on families with schizophrenics, neurotics, 
and families who had therapy sometime in the past, and a no-therapy 
control group_ In general, he found a very high level of extreme 
families in the neurotic and schizophrenic groups compared to the 
no-therapy group_ Conversely, he found a significantly higher 
level of balanced families in the no-therapy group compared to the 
o the r g r 0 ups, va 1 i d at i n 9 the h y pot he s ; s t hat b a 1 an c e d f am i 1 i e s w ill 
function more adequately than extreme families. Other studies done 
on a 1 co h 0 1 ; c f am i 1 i e sin w hie h the i den t i fie d pat i en t was the 
mother or father showed these families had a significantly higher 
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1 eve 1 of ext reme fam; 1; es compared to t he non-dependent fami 1 y 
wh i 1 e about t wo-t hi rds (65%) of t he non-dependent f am i 1 i es we re 
balanced as compared to only about one third (38%) of the dependent 
f am i 1 i e s we re b a 1 an c e d (K ill 0 r i n and 0 1 son , 1 984 ) . I n summary, 
there is strong empiricial support for the hypothesis that balanced 
types of families are more functional than extreme family types, 
although it has not been established that any of these symptoms are 
, 
specifically linked with a specific type of family system. 
Anot he r hypot hes is that ba 1 anced f ami 1 i es wi 11 have mo re 
positive communication skills than extreme ones had been studied by 
Barnes and 01son (1982, 1985) on the parent-adolescent 
communication and family functioning. Data from parents validated 
this hypothesis but not supported by adolescents. Rodick, 
Henggeler and Hanson (1985) found strong support for the hypothesis 
that balanced families have more positive communication skills. 
Us i n9 obse rva t i ona 1 measu res of mot he r-ado 1 escent i nt e ract ion, they 
found that mothers in the oalanced group had significantly higher 
rates of . supportive communication, explicit information and 
positive affect than the extreme type with the majority of problem 
dyads (chaotically enmeshed). 
However, in a study by Green, Harris, Forte, and Robinson 
(1991) using Olson's FACES III scale to evaluate the Circumplex 
mode 1, the resu 1 t s suggest ed that the Cohes i on d i mens i on has a 
linear relationship to marital satisfaction, that is, the higher 
the Cohesion score, the higher the marital satisfaction. In the 
Adaptability dimension, there is no clearcut relationship pattern 
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· between the Adaptability subscale and marital satisfaction. Their 
results showed that when the 16 family types were represented by 
the Ci rcumplex Model, the further to the right of the model the 
more marital satisfaction is indicative of a linear relationship 
while the Adaptability scale shows no specific pattern. While 
other studies (Anderson, 1986) suggested that Cohesfon might be a 
curvilinear concept, Green and associates (1991) felt FACES III was 
not measuring it. 
Subsequently, Olson introduced the three-dimensional Ci rcumplex 
Model (Walsh and Olson, 1989) in which high scores in both the 
Cohes i on and Adapt ab i 1 it y d i mens; ons represent ed t he Ba 1 anced types 
and low scores represented Extreme types (Figure 2, page 42). 
Eventually Olson suggested adoption of the assumption that FACES 
III was a linear measure rather than curvilinear (Olson, 1991). 
When deciding between the original curvilinear model or the 
revi ,sed linear model, one should keep in mind the cultural 
influence of Confucian's doctrine of the mean ( ~ ~zm ) 
... ' 0. 
a4f , * , ~tl , Jm ,1 966) wh i ch remi nded peop 1 e to pract ice moderat eness, 
the middle of the road, in all areas of life as expounded in one of 
the Chinese classics, the Four Books ( ~ ~ ). Another Confucian 
con c e pto f the F i ve Car din a 1, Re 1 at ion s ( ft 1fit ) i s con c ern e d wit h 
proper behavior among five dyadic relationships including that of 
husband and wife to promote harmony in society (Bond and Huang, 
1986). In other words, the Chinese people's emphasis on relational 
harmony and belief in the practice of moderateness would tend to 
; n f 1 uence t hem to choose moderat e scores on bot h Cohes i on and 
1 1 
Adaptability scales for the sake of marital harmony or 
satisfaction, consistent 
hypothesis. Hence this 
curvilinear hypothesis in 
with Olson's original curvilinear 
study wi 11 attempt to val idate this 
wh i ch mode rat e sco res represent the 
balanced group, and extremes on both ends of the scales represent 
extreme groups. 
Purpose of Present Studx 
The present st udy aims to exp lore the var i ous psychosoc i a 1 
factors correlating with marital satisfaction among Chinese couples 
in Hong Kong. A measure of response set bias will also be included 
to accommodate the effect of response bias. 
The first purpose of this study is to investigate couples' 
communication pattern and marital satisfaction. It is hypothesized 
that effective communication will be related to a high level of 
marital satisfaction. Specifically, supportive communication will 
correlate positively with marital satisfaction and aversive 
communication will correlate negatively with marital satisfaction. 
The second pu rpose wi 11 exami ne the c ross-cu 1 tu ra 1 and ext e rna 1 
validity of Olson et a1's (1979) circump1ex model of family 
relationship amongst Chinese couples. By considering the marital 
co up 1 e a sad y a d i c sub g r 0 up 0 f the f am i 1 y , t h ; s s t u d y w ill use 
Olson's circumplex model to focus on how the dimensions of cohesion 
and adaptability affect marital satisfaction. In other words, this 
st udy wi 11 focus on t he mar ita 1 re 1 at i onsh i p rat he r than on the 
whole family. It is hypothesized that there will be a 
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curvilinear relationship between the dimensions of cohesion and 
adaptability of family relationships and marital satisfaction. 
That is, couples that are very high or very low on both dimensions 
appear dysfunctional whereas couples that are more moderate (the 
two central areas) will function more adequately. The key issue is 
balance: balance is correlated positively to marital satisfaction. 
It is also hypothesized that couples will be satisfied with the 
, 
marriage if there is a high level of congruence between the 
perceived and ideal descriptions of the marital relationship from 
both spouses. That is, how they feel about the kind of 
relationship they have is more important than where they are on the 
mode 1 . 
According to Olson's model, couples categorized into balanced, 
midrange and extreme interaction styles will have different levels 
of marital satisfaction. The hypothesis will be that the balanced 
couples will experience more marital satisfaction, the extreme ones 
will experience the least marital satisfaction, with the midrange 
styles somewhere in between. Lastly, the various contribution of 
Communication, Cohesion, Adaptability, and congruence of perception 





Subjects were couples from 10 - 15 churches in Hong Kong 
recruited for the research. They were approached by the ministers 
of their churches to participate voluntarily in a study on marriage 
. 
with a cover letter describing the purpose of this research 
(Appendix). Both husbands and wives were requested to participate 
in the study. A total of 200 sets, designed according to gender, 
with one for the husband and the other for the wife, totalling in 
400 questionnaires were distributed to pastors. Out of these, 102 
sets or 204 copies of questionnaries were completed and returned by 
both husbands and wives, yielding a response of 51%. The 
percentage was relatively low probably due to the difficulty in 
having both spouses willing to participate in such a survey. Due 
to time constraint, those who returned their questionnaire after 
the deadline given were not included in the 51%. 
Table 1 shows the means and standard deviations of all 
demographic variables for all the subjects. Since both husbands 
and wives participated, the sex distribution was equal. It was the 
first marriage for most subjects (98.5%). The majority of the 
subjects were Christians (98%). The subjects had a mean age of 36 
(SO = 7.37), ranging from the youngest of age 23 to the oldest of 
65. The age group that had the highest percentage (32.8%) was that 
from ages 31-35, with the group 30 and under following a close 
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second (24.1%). The mean years of courtship for the couples was 
4.43 (~Q = 3.18), ranging from a minimum of less than one year to 
17 years. They had been married for a mean of 8.5 years (SO = 
7.45), ranging from a minimum of 1 year to a maximum of 33 years. 
Those who had been married for 5 years or less took up the highest 
percentage (47.8%). The mean for the number of children was 1, 
with 37.1% of couples with no children yet, and the largest number 
, 
of children was 4. The subjects' education ranged from primary to 
matriculation with the median being those who had finished form 7 
and the two greatest cluster were those who finished high school 
(38.7%) and college graudates (44.8%). The subjects's occupation 
varied from housewives to managers, with the highest percentage 
being professiionals (45.8%) and lowest as full-time housewives 
(9.9%). The mean income was $15,370. per month ranging from 9.3% 
without income to 6.9% whose income was over $40,OOO./month. 
Demographic data for husbands and wives separately are also listed 
in Tab 1 e1 . 
The st andard devi at i on on most items were re 1 at i ve 1 y sma 11 , 
indicative of a rather homogeneous group of subjects who 
participated. Because the purpose of the study was to focus on the 
validation of hypotheses, no special attempt was made to ensure the 
part i c i pant s cons i st ed of a represent at i ve samp 1 e of Hong Kong 
population at large. 
This study used two . groups of instruments. 
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I. The first was FACES III (Family Adaptability and Cohesion 
Evaluation Scales Ill) developed by David H. Olson, Joyce Portner, 
and Yoav Lavee (1985). The particular version used was the couple 
form which had been translated into Chinese, with the meaning of 
words as close to the original as possible. As the name implies, 
FACES III evolved from FACES and FACES 11. FACES was developed in 
1978 in the dissertation work of Joyce Portner and Richard Bell 
, 
(Olson, Partner, and Bell, 1982). This 111-item self-report scale 
was constructed to specifically measure the two dimensions of 
adaptability and cohesion in families. FACES 11 was later 
developed by reducing the original 111 items into a 50-item 
instrument. 
After administering this 50-item scale to 2412 individuals in 
the National Survey, on the basis of factor analysis and 
reliability checks, the scale was further reduced to 30 items, with 
2-3 items for each of the 14 content areas (Olson, Portner, and 
Bell, 1982). It contains 16 cohesion items and 14 for the 
adaptability dimension. The items can be revised for couples. The 
internal reliability of the 30-item scale by 2412 subjects is .87 
for cohesion and .78 for adaptability, with .90 for the total scale 
(Olson, Portner, and Bell, 1982). The advantage of the 30-item 
scale was that it had an added dimension of the subjects' 
perception of the ideal situation, by scoring each item twice. 
That is, scoring for the way it was now, and the way the subject 
would like it to be. The scale consists of 5-point scores ranging 
from 1 to 5, with 1 meaning "almost never", and 5 meaning "almost 
16 
always". The discrepancy between the two scores is an indication 
of how satisfied the subject is about his/her marriage. 
FACES III was developed from FACES 11 to overcome most of the 
limitations of FACES 11. In FACES 11, cohesion and adaptability 
were rather highly correlated with each other, with social 
desirability, and with marital and family satisfaction. Ideally 
the two dimensions in the Circumplex Model should be uncorrelated 
, 
or orthogonal. Cohesion and adaptability in FACES III met this 
criteria (r = .03) (Olson, 1986). 
Furthermore, because social desirability had an impact on most 
self-reporting scales, an attempt was made to minimize its impact 
on these two dimension. In FACES III there was some correlation 
between cohesion and social desirability er = .39) and zero 
correlation between social desirability and adaptability er = .00) 
(Olson, 1986). 
Like FACES 11, FACES III was also designed to measure both 
perceived and ideal descri~t' ions of a marital or family system by 
taking the scale twice, once for perceived and once for ideal 
descriptions of the family. The discrepancy between the two was an 
; n d ire c t m ea sur e 0 f f am i 1 y sat i s f act ion, m ea n i n g , the 1 e s s the 
discrepancy, the more the family satisfaction. 
FACES III was a 20-item scale from items used in the national 
survey of 1,000 "norma'" families (Olson, McCubbin, Barnes, Larsen, 
Muxen, and Wilson, 1983). The internal reliability for cohesion is 
.77 -and for adaptability .62, slightly lower than that of FACES 11. 
For scoring the cohesion dimension simply sum up the scores for 
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all odd items. The higher the score, the more cohesive the marital 
relationship was. Likewise, the score for the adaptability 
d ; men s ion i sob t a ; ne d by s u mm i n g ups cor e s for all eve nit ems . 
Again, the higher the score, the more adaptable the marital couples 
are. 
11. The second group of instruments consisted of four parts: 
Marital Communications: This was a,42-item scale adapted for 
the Chinese culture from Bienvenu (1978). The original Marital 
Communication Inventory scale was a 46-item self-reporting scale 
measuring marital communication. Through factor analyses, 3 
factors were identified: supportive communication, aversive 
commun i cat ion, and se 1 f-d i sc 1 osu re 
present t rans 1 at ed sea 1 e i nc 1 uded 
( S ch u mm , eta 1 , 
on 1 y support i ve 
1981). The 
and avers i ve 
f act 0 r s . Sup po r t i ve c omm un i cat ion i n c 1 U d e d ; t ems 1 i k e: It I s you r 
d ; n n e r con v e r s at ion p lea san t ? " .. Do e she / she 1; s ten toy 0 u w hen you 
talk?" Aversive communication included , items like: "Does your 
w; fe compl ain that you don '-'f ' understand her?" and It When she is 
ang ry, does she i nsu 1 t YQu?" The sca 1 e has t wo forms, one fa r 
male, and the other, for female. The reliability for the male form 
was .98, and for the female for was .93 (Bienvenu, 1978). The 
scores from each item ranged from 4 as "always" to 1 as never". 
Social~_sira_bility: This was a 15-item scale which was a 
Chinese adaptation of the 33-item Marlowe-Crowne Social 
Desirability Scale (Crowne and Marlowe, 1960) by m~m (~,t~ 
, 1 971 ) The scale was used widely for measuring response set 
bias as well as the need for social approval. The items describe 
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either (a) desirable but uncommon behaviors (e.g., admitting 
mistakes) or (b) undesirable but common behaviors (e.g. , 
gossiping). Subjects were asked to respond "+" or "_" to 7 items 
keyed in the true direction and 8 in the false direction. Split-
test r e1 i ab i 1 i t Y score 9 i v e n to 3 0 subject s was . 82 (Jfi., ~, 1 9 7 1 ) . 
Higher scores indicate the subject's need for social approval, and 
the lower the score, the less need for social approval. 
, 
Marital Satisfaction: This section had a total of 7 questions 
and was an adaptation of the survey on "Gender Behavior of Couples 
and 0 e 9 re e 0 f M a r ita 1 Sat i s f act ion" :;k ~w ~ ~ rr l:~ ~ 9~ Wl ~~ Ji W Jfl 
by ~~I~ (1978). Item one was a mini-scale in its own right. 
It included 19 pairs of adjectives that described extremes such as 
fort unat e and t rag i c; happy and sad. These ad j ect i ves we re all 
descriptions of feelings and emotions. Subjects used a 7-point 
score to represent the i r fee 1 i ngs about marriage with 1 
representing one extreme and 7 the other. In order to prevent 
habituation in answering, the positive and negative extremes were 
swi t ched .around in some items. The scor i ng fo r the negat i ve items 
could be done with a minor adjustment. The Cronbach Alpha 
Reliability Coefficient for male was .99, and for female, .93 ( 
~~~, 1978). 
Each subject were asked to provide 
background information such as age, sex, years of marriage, length 
of courtship before marriage, occupation, income, academic 




200 packages of questionnaires were distributed among pastors 
of 10 - 15 churches. The quest i onna i re i nc 1 uded t he Ch i nese 
adaptation of 01son et a1's (Olson, Portner, and Lavee, 1985) FACES 
Ill, Bienvenu's (1978) Marital Communication Inventory, Crowne's 
and Mar1owe's (1960) Social Desirability Scale, and ~~· mt's 
(1978) marital satisfaction scale 
(see appendix). These pastors were responsible for distributing 
them to couples in their churches who volunteered to participate in 
this study. Both husband and wife each filled out the 
questionnaire designed for their gender and returned the completed 
quest i onna i re tot he i r past ors or ma i 1 ed direct 1 y tot he researcher 
by January 20, 1993. Subjects were asked to answer the 
questionnaires individually without discussing them with their 
spouses. Subjects would take about 1/2 hour to complete the 
questionnaire. For the pu rpose of e 1 i c i t i n9 honest answe rs, 
anonymity was assured by numbering all the copies instead of asking 





For the FACES III Scale, factor analyses by varimax rotation 
indicated 6 large factors (Table 2). Hence we examined the 6-
factor solution and found factors 1, 4, and 5 included items 2, 4, 
" 
6, 8, 10, 14, 16, 18, 20, and 17 which contain themes of role 
relationships, relationship rules and negotiation styles, whereas 
factors 2, 3 and 6 included items 1, 3, 5, 7, 9, 11, 13, 15, 19 and 
12 which contain themes of emotional bonding, boundaries and 
interests and decision making. Therefore with the exception of 
items #5 (I like to do things just with my spouse) and #17 (My 
spouse and I consult each other on our decisions), that the results 
of the factor analyses indicated factors 2, 3, and 4 with mostly 
odd items can be considered as subscales of the Cohesion dimension 
and likewise, factors 1, 4, 5 with mostly even items can be 
considered as subscales of the Adaptability dimension. Considered 
this way, the r~sults of the factor analyses were consistent with 
the original Olson et a1's (1985) construct of Cohesion and 
Adaptabi 1 ity. Hence for subsequent ana 1 yses, 01 son's or i g i na 1 
factor items of Cohesion and Adaptability would be used to make 
cross-cultural interpretation of the scales more consistent. 
For the Communication Scale, factor analyses by varimax 
rotation indicated the possibility of 2 factors. By including all 
the items with positive loading for factor 1 and all negative 
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loading for factor 2, the clustering corresponds to the positive 
and aversive communication subscales of the Marital Communication 
Inventory (Table 3). 
For the Marital Satisfaction Scale, similar factor analyses 
procedures indicated the possibility of 2 large factors the loading 
of which indicated factor 2 item themes were represented as the 
reverse of those in factor 1 (Table 4). In other words, the scale 
consisted of one single factor, part of which was presented in 
reverse of the others to overcome possible response habituation. 
Since the results of factor analyses indicated the factors were 
very close to the original for all of the scales, it was decided to 
proceed with further analyses following the same factorizing as the 
originals. 
Factor analyses by varimax rotation on each of the above scales 
for husbands and wives separately yielded similar results. 
Re 1 i ab i 1 i t -.Y~_ 
Table 5 represents the. reliability coefficients for the scales. 
For all subjects, the scale with the highest reliability was the 
Marital Satisfaction Scale (alpha = .95), followed by the 
Supportive Communication subscale (alpha = .89) and Aversive 
Communication subscale alpha = .87 of the Marital Communication 
Inventory. For the FACES III scales, the most reliable subscale is 
that of Cohesion at the present moment (alpha = .78) and Cohesion 
perceived in the ideal situation (alpha = .67). The reliabilities 
for the Adaptabi 'lity dimension at the present moment and in the 
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ideal ' situation were only modest (alpha = .58, .37 respectively). 
The reliability for the Social Desirability Scale was alpha = .58. 
The reliablilities for the scales for husbands and wives considered 
separately were similar to those for all subjects, with most scales 
differing by less than .04. 
Differences between husbands and Wives on the variables -=--.:;~:..-=-::..-:::.....:....:....:::-:::;......;;~:;:o.....: _ ________________ __ __ # . ___ " ______ . _ ________ ._ 
In comparing the demographic variables (Table 1) of wives, 
h u s ban d sw ere older (mean age: 37. 2 and 34. 7 respectively, Q s < 
.05), we re s 1 i ght 1 y mo re educat ed ,( mean educat ion: Fo rms 7 and 6 
respectively, QS < .005), and earned higher monthly income (mean 
income: $20,493 and $10,017, 12S < .001). 
Among the ten major variables (Table 6), results show similar 
responses for husbands and wives with the exception of Adaptability 
perceived at the present moment (M = 3.28 and 3.14 respectively, 
QS < .05), Di sc repancy ex i st ed between t he present and idea 1 
situations in Adaptability CM = .36 and .53 respectively, QS < 
.005), and in Aversive Communication CM = 2.21 and 2.10 
respectively, 12S = .05). In other words, husbands perceived their 
families to be more adaptable in their functioning, had less 
discrepancy between the present and idea 1 situations in 
adaptability, and reported more Aversive Communication in the 
family. 
Intercorrelations among the demographic and the ten major 
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variables for all subjects are presented in Tables 7, 8 
respectively. For the six FACES III subscales, Cohesion perceived 
at the present moment was positively correlated with Cohesion in 
ideal situation, Adaptability perceived at the present moment, 
support i ve communi cat ion, and Mari tal Sat i sfact ion Crs = .57, .52, 
.63, .46 respectively; QS < .001), but negatively correlated with 
the number of chi ldren, Discrepancy between perceived and ideal 
, 
si t uat ions in Cohes ion, Di screpancy between percei ved and idea 1 
situations in Adaptability, and in Aversive Communication ers = -
.24*, -.72, -.45, -.33, *12.s < .01, QS < .001, respectively). 
Cohesion in ideal situation was positively correlated with Cohesion 
perceived at the present moment ,Apaptabi 1 ity perceived at the 
present moment, Adaptability in ideal situation, Supportive 
Communication, and Marital Satisfaction (_[S = .57, .27, .34, .33, 
and .26 respectively, QS < .001), but negatively correlated with 
Aversive Communication (rs = -.20*, *Qs < .01). 
Adaptability perceived · at the present moment was positively 
correlated with Cohesion at the present moment, Cohesion in ideal 
situation, Adaptabi 1 ity in idea 1 situation, Supportive 
Communication, and Marital Satisfaction (rs = .52, .27, .57, .44, 
and .31; *Qs < .01, ps < .001), but negatively correlated with 
Discrepancy between perceived and ideal situations in Cohesion, 
Discrepancy between perceived and ideal situations in Adaptability, 
and in Aversive Communication (rs = -.40, -.60, and -.31 
respectively, .QS < .001). Adaptability in ideal situation was 
positively correlated wi t h Cohesion in ideal situation, 
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Adaptabi 1 ity perceived at the present moment, and Discrepancy 
between perceived and ideal situations for Adaptability (rs = .34, 
.57 , and .30 respect i ve 1 y, p"s < . 001 ) , but no negat i ve 
correlations. 
For the Communication subscales Supportive Communication was 
positively correlated with Cohesion perceived at the present 
moment, Cohesion in ideal situation, Adaptability perceived at the 
, 
present moment, Social Desirability, and Marital Satisfaction (rs 
= .63, .33, .44, .28, and .65 respectively, 12.S < .001), and 
negatively correlated with number of children, Discrepancy between 
pe rce i ved and idea 1 sit uat ions in Cohes i on, Disc repancy bet ween 
perceived and ideal situations in Adaptability, and in Aversive 
Communication ers = -.22*, -.48, -.39, and -.54 respectively, *Qs 
< .01, QS < • 001 ) . Aversive Communication was positively 
correlated with Discrepancy between perceived and ideal situations 
in Cohesion, and Discrepancy between perceived and ideal situations 
in Adaptability ers = .22*, ~nd .32 respectively, *Qs < .01, and QS 
< .001), but negatively correlated with sex, Cohesion perceived at 
the present moment, Cohesion in ideal situation, Adaptability 
perceived at the present moment, Supportive Communication, and 
Marital Satisfaction (LS = -.25*, -.33, -.20*, -.31, -.54, and -.57 
respectively, *Qs < .01, QS < .001). 
Marital Satisfaction was positively correlated with Cohesion 
perceived at the present moment, Cohesion in ideal situation, 
Adaptabi 1 ity perceived at the present moment, Supportive 
Communication, and Social Desirability (rs = .46, .26, .31, .65, 
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and .33 respectively, .R.S < .001) but negatively correlated with 
number of children, Discrepancy between percieved and ideal 
situations in Cohesion, Discrepancy between perceived and ideal 
situations in Adaptability, and Aversive Communication (LS = -.21*, 
-.33, -.31, and -.57 respectively, *Qs < 0.01, QS < .001). 
Social Desirability was positively correlated with age, 
Supportive Communication and Marital Satsifaction. , 
Intercorrelations for husbands and wives separately produced 
similar results with a few except ions (Tables 9 12, 
respectively). For husbands, there were no correlations between 
the m a j 0 r va i ra b 1 e s an d the demo 9 rap h i c va r i ab 1 e s 0 f Sex, Age, 
Number of years married, Number of children, Number of years of 
courtship, Income, and Number of marriages. There were fewer 
correlations between Marital Satisfaction and the other major 
variables compared with overall subjects and wives: positively 
corre 1 at ed to Support i ve Commun i cat i on and Soc i a 1 Des i rab i 1 it y, but 
negatively correlated to Cohesion perceived at the present moment, 
and Aversive Communication. For wives, Marital Satisfaction was 
positively correlated to Cohesion at the present moment, Cohesion 
in ideal situtaion, Adaptability at the present moment, Supportive 
Communication, and Social Desirability, but negatively correlated 
with the number of years married, Discrepancy between perceived and 
ideal situations for Cohesion, Discrepancy between perceived and 
ideal situations for Adaptability, and Aversive Communication. 
In general, there was relatively high correlation among 
variables themselves as well as with Marital Satisfaction. For 
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; nst ance, t he cor re 1 at i on bet ween Cohes i on and Adapt ab i 1 it y was 
.52, and with Supportive communication was .44. 
Table 13 summarizes the results of the stepwise multiple 
regression analyses. For a 11 t he sub j ect s: With Marital 
Satisfaction entered as criterion variable and Cohesion perceived 
• 
at the pr e s en t mom en t , . A d apt ab i 1 ; t y per c e i ve d at the pr e s e n t 
moment, Cohesion in ideal situations, Adaptability in ideal 
situations, Discrepancy between present and ideal situations in 
Cohes ion, Disc repancy bet ween p resent and idea 1 sit uat ions in 
Adaptability, Supportive Communication and Aversive Communication 
entered as predictor variables, using stepwise multiple regression 
analyses revealed that the best predictor for Marital Satisfaction 
was Supportive Communication, with R = .63 (Qs < .001), accounting 
for 39% of the variance, and Aversive Communication as the second 
be s t p red i c tor 0 f M a r ita 1 Sa t i s f act ion wit h R = . 68 ( 12. s < . 00 1 ) , 
and an additional 6% of the variance, and the third predictor was 
Cohesion perceived at the present moment, with R = .69 (Qs < .05), 
and an additional 1% of the variance. In partialing out the 
factors of Social Desirability, Age, and the number of years 
married, and then performing stepwise Multiple Regression Analyses 
showed similar results to the original analyses, with Supportive 
Communication the best predictor, with R = .65 (Qs < .001), 33% of 
the variance, Aversive Communication the next best predictor with 
R = .69 (Qs < .001), and Cohesion perceived at the present moment 
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as third predictor, with R = .70 (~s < .05). 
Us i n g the s am e cri t e r ion and p red i c tor va r i ab 1 e s for all 
subjects, stepwise multiple regression analyses for husbands 
revealed that the best predictor for Marital Satisfaction was 
Aversive Communication, with R = .56 (Qs < .001) accounting for 34% 
of the variance, and Supportive Communication as the second best 
predictor for Marital Communication with R = .66 (Qs < .001) and an 
, 
additional 10% of the variance. After partialing out the factors 
of Social Desi.rability-, Age, and the Number of years married, and 
stepwise multiple regression analyses showed similar results to the 
original, with Aversive Communication the best predictor, with R = 
~61 (Qs < .001), accounting for 27% of the variance, and Supportive 
Communication the second best predictor with R = .68 (Qs < .001). 
Similar stepwise multiple regression analyses for wives 
revealed that the best predictor for Marital Satisfaction was 
Supportive Communication, with R = .67 (Qs < .001), accounting for 
45% of the va r i ance, Ave r"s-i ve Commun i cat i on was t he next best 
predictor . with R = .71 (.Qs < .001), and an additional 6% of the 
variance, and Cohesion at the present moment as the third predictor 
with R = .74 (Qs < .005) and an additional 4% of the variance. 
After partialing out the factors Social Desirability, Age, and the 
Number of Years Married, and applying stepwise multiple regression 
analyses showed similar results to the original analyses, with 
Supportive Communication the best predictor, with R = .68 (12s < 
.001), 35% of the variance, Aversive Communication the next best 
predictor with R = .72 (Qs < .001), and Cohesion perceived at the 
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present moment as third predictor, with R = .76 (Qs < .005). 
Although the results of these analyses showed clearly 
Communication to be a good predictor of Marital Satisfaction, the 
high correlation between many of the major variables may imply that 
the other variables might also be good predictors but their 
variance has been accountable for in other variables due to their 
high intercorrelation. If all variables were independent of each , 
other, the results of analyses might indicate other variables not 
included in the present analyses might be good predictors as well. 
Following the cutting scores prescribed by FACES III (Olson, 
1986), all the subjects in the present study were categorized into 
t h re e 9 r 0 ups 0 f f am i 1 y t y pes ( fig u r e 1, p age 4 1 ), n am e 1 y , the 
Ba 1 anced grouR compr i sed of those t hat we re cent ra 1 in bot h the 
Cohes i on and Adapt ab i 1 it y d i mens ions, t he M:L9 .r.fin.g~_J3rQJd~. comp r i sed 
of the fou r t hat we re mode rat e in the Cohes ion d i mens i on but 
extreme in the Adaptability dimension, and the four that were 
extreme in the Cohesion dimension but moderate in the Adaptability 
d i mens ion, and t he ~~t rem_~ __ ~IOJJQ camp r is i ng the fou r t hat we re 
extreme in both the Cohesion and Adaptability dimensions (Olson, 
Partner, and Lavee, 1985). There were 13 subjects in the Balanced 
group, 138 in the Midrange group and 38 in the Extreme group, 
representing 6.9%, 73% and 20.1% respectively of all the subjects. 
These pe rcent ages were qu it e d i f f erent from t hose of a st udy of 
2,440 male members of the Unitred States Virginia National Guard 
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which consisted of 33.3%, 47.1%, and 19.6% for the above family 
types respectively (Green, Harris, Forte, and Robinson, 1991). 
Withthe uneven distribition of subjects among the three groups 
and few sub j ect sin the ba 1 anced and ext reme groups, subsequent 
analyses may not yield significant results and must be interpreted 
with caution. Comparison of the results of group differences on 
major variables among the three groups are listed in Table 14. 
, 
Analyses of variance showed that there were no significant results 
for the variables of Aversive Communication, and Ma r ita 1 
Satisfaction, but significant differences among groups were found 
for Supportive Communication (12.s < .05). When the process was 
repeated with the variables Age, Years of Marriage, and Social 
Desirability partialed out, it yielded similar results. Post-hoc 
analyses showed that for Supportive Communication, only the 
Midr~nge group, was significantly different from the Extreme group. 
That means Support i ve Commun i cat i on for the moderat e g roup of 
families was significantly -higher than that of the extreme family 
group. 
Since there was no signlficant difference in analyses on most 
major variables between husbands and wives, the couples were 
paired and their respective scores on the scales were averaged for 
further analyses. The results of Multiple Regression on paired 
couples (Table 15) indicated Aversive Communication and Cohesion 
perceived at the present moment CR = .75 and .80 respectively, QS 
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< .001) to be the best predictors of Marital Satisfaction, 
account i ng for 64% of the var i ance. After the variables Age, 
Social Desirability, and Number of Years Married were partialed 
out, the best predictor of Marital Satisfaction was Supportive 
Communication(R = .75, QS < .001), accounting for 31% of the 
variance, and Aversive Communication (R = .80, QS < .01) the next 





The resul ts confi rmed the fi rst hypothesi s and showed that 
Supportive Communication was positively correlated with Marital 
Satisfaction and Aversive Communication was negatively correlated 
with Marital Satisfaction. This was true when all the subjects 
, 
were consider~d together, grouped separately as husbands and wives, 
when divided into Balanced, Midrange, and Extreme family types, and 
when paired together. With these different subgroupings of the 
subjects, among the major variables includig Cohesion and 
Adaptability dimensions of 01son's Circumplex Model of families, 
multiple regression analyses revealed that Supportive Communication 
was the most powerful predictor of Marital Satisfaction and 
Aversive Communication a close second in most cases, regardless of 
age, number of years married, and social desirability. Results 
a 1 so showed t hat for wi ves, support i ve commun i cat i on such as 
empat hy, pra i se, unde rst and i ng and encou ragement, was t he most 
significant element in their perception of marital satisfaction; 
while for husbands, Aversive Communication such as fault-finding, 
nagging, and criticism were related to their perception of low 
marital satisfaction. 
These results were cons i st ent wi t h previous research 
emphasizing the importance of 'good communication to successful 
marriages (Fowers and 01son, 1989), that unhappy couples find it 
difficult to convey positive messages and use more frequent, and 
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more intense negative messages (Noller and Gallois, 1988), and that 
for couples seeking counseling, 87% reported communication 
difficulties (Beck and Jones, 1973), as mentioned previously. The 
difference in the type of communication significant to husbands' 
and wives' marital satisfaction may be indicative of gender 
differences in social behavior (Beck 1988, Rollins & Feldman, 1970, 
Werten, Llyod and Lashley, 199P). Beck (1988) found cognitive 
, 
differences in the way men and w~men perceive verbal communication. 
For instance,women ask questions to keep the conversation going 
and perceive questions to represent intimacy and caring while men 
view them as requests for information and therefore perceive them 
as meddling. Women share problems as a means for sharing feelings 
while men perceived them as requesting solutions. In other words, 
women tend to communicate feelings in their verbal communication 
while men tend to deal with facts. This might be due to the fact 
that most young boys were traditionally trained to believe that men 
should be strong, tough, cocil, and detached. Males were socialized 
not to disclose their feelings while females were socialized to 
d i s c 1 0 set h e i r fee 1 i n 9 san d em 0 t ion s ( We r ten, L 1 y 0 d and La s h 1 e y , 
1990). Therefore it might make it difficult for husbands to 
express empathy, praise, understanding and encouragement as it 
involves feelings which is easier for their wives to express and 
expectedit from the husbands. Another difference Beck (1988) found 
is that when ironing out conflicts, women tend to feel that the 
marriage is working as long as they could talk about it while the 
husband might think the relationship is not working if they have to 
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k e e pta 1 kin g ab 0 uti t . Hence the wife's attempt to deal with 
conflict verbally might be interpreted by the husband as ' aversive 
communication indicative of problems in marriage which in turn 
lowers marital satisfaction. 
The negative correlation between the Discrepancy between the 
present and ideal situations in Cohesion and Adaptabi 1 ity with 
Marital Satisfaction in all subjects and in husbands and wives 
, 
separately confirmed the hypothesis that the congruence of the 
pe rcept ion between t he present and idea 1 sit uat ions in bot h 
dimensions wi 11 predi ct Marital Sat i sfact ion. The concept of 
congruence was introduced by Carl Rogers (1957) in his therapeutic 
mode 1 in wh i ch he def i ned cong ruence to mean a st at e in wh i ch a 
person's actual experience accurately represented himself and 
incongruence to mean a discrepancy between the actual experience of 
a person and his self picture. If the person dimly perceived such 
an incongruence, he/she became anxious and vulnerable. In other 
words, reduci ng the d if fe rence bet ween t he act ua 1 and the idea 1 
situations in one's self picture will reduce anxiety and enhance 
one's satisfaction with self. Applying this concept to the marital 
relationship implies that congruence between the present and ideal 
situations in Cohesion and Adaptability will predict Marital 
Satisfaction. In addition, results are also consistent with Kelly 
and Burgoon's finding (1991) that the discrepancy between one's 
expectations for his/her spouse's relational behavior and one's 
perception of spouse's actual behavior significantly predicts 
Marital Satisfaction. 
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To va 1 i d ate 0 1 son's C i r cum p 1 e x Mo del 0 f F am i 1 y F u c t ion i n g 
(1982), analyses of variance for the three family types were done 
and results showed little significant difference among the groups 
on the major variables except in the case of Supportive 
Communication in which the midrange types were found to be 
significantly different from the extreme types, in which 
Supportive Communication in the midrange group was significantly 
~ 
higher than the extreme group. Unfortunately no significant 
difference among the groups was found for Marital Satisfaction. 
This is inconsistent with other validation studies of the 
Ci rcumplex model where balanced fami 1 ies were found to funct ion 
significantly better than extreme ones (Clarke, 1984; Killorin and 
01son, 1984). The differences in results might be due to several 
factors. Fi rst, as ment i oned before, the numbe r of sub j ect s 
involved was relatively small and not a good representative sample 
oft he c omm un i t y at 1 a r g e ; nth at the sub j e c t s we re 1 i m i t e d t 0 
those with high levels of education, upper middle socioeconomic 
status, small families with few children, and the majority were 
Christians. Secondly, the distribution of the subjects into family 
t y pes y i e 1 de d per c en tag e s qui t e d i f fer e n t from 0 1 son's (1 986 ) 
samples. The present study indicated a very small Balanced group 
(6.9%), a large Midrange group (73%) and an Extreme group (20.1 %). 
The percentage of the Extreme group was the only one closer to 
Olson's findings. This might be due to the fact that there are 
cultural differences in the way the Chinese perceive closeness to 
the family measUred by Cohesion and ability to change in relation 
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to sit uat i ona 1 and deve 1 opment a 1 st ress measu red by Adapt ab i 1 it y as 
compared to westerners. Yang's findings of Chinese social 
orientation (Yang, 1992) does confirm that the Chinese place much 
emphasis on family solidarity, family harmony, relational harmony 
and relational interdependence over personal wellbeing. This might 
have contributed to the large percentage of midrange families. The 
cultural difference might also have affected the validity of the 
, 
original cutting scores. Another reason for not yielding 
significant differences between groups in the present study might 
be due to the small sample size in some groups like the Balanced 
group which had only 13 subjects. 
'With regard to the curvilinear nature between the Cohesion and 
Adaptabi 1 ity dimensions of 01 son's Ci rcumpl ex Model and Marital 
Satisfaction, again as in Communication, there is a gender 
difference between husbands and wives. For husbands, a 1 i near 
correlation existed between Cohesion perceived at the present 
moment and Marital satisfaction, whereas for wives, almost all 
Cohesion .and Adaptabi 1 ity dimensions were 1 inear1y related to 
Marital Satisfaction. In other words, there is a clear linear 
relationship between Cohesion and Adaptability and Marital 
satisfaction for wives, but only Cohesion, not Adaptability, is 
related with Marital Satisfaction for husbands. In short, wives 
supported the linear nature of Olson's Cohesion and Adaptability 
dimensions whereas husbands did not support Adaptability. 
The failure to establish linear relationship between 
Adaptability and Marital Satisfaction for husbands is consistent 
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with studies of other researchers like Green and Associates (1991) 
who found no set pattern for Adaptability. A plausible reason for 
the difference between husbands and wives in the Adaptability scale 
might be due to gender difference. Since Adaptability was designed 
to measure the ability of a marital or family system to change its 
power structure, role relationships, and relationship rules in 
response to sit uat i ona 1 and developmental , stress, the linear 
correlation between Adaptability and Marital Satisfaction for wives 
indicated that . the more wives perceived thei r fami 1 ies as flexible 
to changes and the more they experience marital satisfaction. 
I n d e e d a cc 0 r din 9 t 0 :$ ?$ M ( :$ ., 1 99 1 ), i nth e pas t t wen t y tot h i r t y 
years Hong Kong society has undergone rapid changes due to 
industrialization and urbanization, with accompany changes in the 
Chi n e s e f am i 1 y • Wi t h the opport un it y for equa 1 educat i on for 
women, their status in society had been elevated with many employed 
outside of the home, and some in professional jobs. There i s a 
ten den c y for the h us ban d ' s -'t r ad i t ion a 1 aut h 0 r i t y to dim i n ish and 
for more e~alitarian relationship between hubands and wives and the 
blurring of traditional gender role of husband in charge of work 
out s i d e 0 f the f am; 1 y, and the w i few i t h i nth e f am i 1 y ( 91 =t ~~ , fr.: 
± p.]) • Under these circumstances, it is understandable that for 
those wives who perceives their families to be more flexible to 
these changes will result in more priveleges such as more financial 
independence and authority at home and therefore enhance thei r 
marital satisfaction whereas by comparison for husbands, their 
perception of adaptability in family functioning does not 
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necessari ly bring marital satisf 'action. The Adaptabi 1 i ty sca 1 e 
might not be adequate to detect such cultural nuances for husbands. 
These might be possible contributing factors to the wive's linear 
relationship between Adaptability and Marital Satisfaction and 
husband's failure to have such linear relationshiip. 
In spite of some significant findings, this study does have 
some limitations. First of all, generalizability is limited due to 
, 
the limited, homogeneous sample as mentioned before. For instance , 
with the extremely high percentage of Christians in the sample, it 
might represent a group of subjects who have been conditioned to 
place strong emphasis on marriage and family and are committed to 
success in marriage (Craddock, 1991; Heaton & Pratt, 1990), thereby 
elevating their motivation to achieve Marital Satisfaction and 
their perception of it. The upper-middle class status of the 
subjects may represent a group who are more focused on 
communication whereas lower class people may focus more on other 
factors such as finances. Resea rch has shown that f i nanci a 1 
prob 1 ems ,can cause si gni f i cant st ress in coup 1 es (Komarovsky, 
1977). A sma 11 samp 1 e 1 i ke t he present st udy a 1 so makes it 
difficult to have good cross-sectional representation. 
Furthermore, cross-sectional studies are limited in viewing 
marriage at one point in their family life cycle. A longitudinal 
study will shed more light on the relationship between different 
stages in a marriage and Marital Satisfaction. Even though there 
is good correlation between Communication and Marital Satisfaction, 
t he study it se 1 f cannot est ab 1 ish a cause-ef f ect re 1 at i onsh i p 
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between the two. Last 1 y, a 11 se 1 f- repo rt i ng measu res have the i r 
shortcomings in spite of the fact that response bias detection is 
b u i 1 tint 0 the m ea sur e . For ins tan c e , the sub j e c t s m i g h t be 
answering the way they think they should answer rather than the way 
it is, or one of the spouses might be more motivated in answering 
than the other, or there might be gender differences in response to 
t he quest i onna i re between husband and wi fe ,. 0 r on 1 y t hose whose 
, 
have relatively hi 9 h ma r; tal satisfaction are willing to 
participate in the research. 
This study have some practical implications for clinical 
psychologists who are engaged in counseling Chinese couples in Hong 
Kong. In spite of the limitations mentioned above, the results 
showed that for all couples, the best predictor of marital 
satisfaction is communication. In particular, supportive 
communication is a robust predictor of marital satisfaction for 
wives. In other words, wives are in favor of the supportive 
commun i cat ion 1 i ke pra i se ,-' encou ragement, and unde rst and i ng by 
their spouses. For husbands, aversi ve commun i cat ion is t he best 
predictor of lower marital satisfaction, meaning that aversive 
communication such as nagging, and criticism will tend to lower a 
husband's satisfaction for marriage. Therapy for couples should 
encourage husbands to express supportive communication and wives to 
rephrase their intentions in a supportive manner. Wives seem to be 
in more need for closeness than husbands. Therapy shou 1 d pay 
att~ntion to finding a healthy balance between closeness and space 
mutually acceptable to both spouses. 
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In summary, Communication, both Supportive and Aversive, are 
robust predictors of Marital Satisfaction. Future studies can 
investigate the causal rather than correlational relationships, and 
; so 1 at e s pe cif ice 1 em en t S 0 f c omm un i ca ti on pat t ern s t 0 bet t er 
understand the content of Supportive and Aversive Communication. 
Even though there are reasons to believe the concept of cohesion is 
a curvilinear relationship with marital satisfaction, there is 
strong indication that it is linear as revised by Olson through his 
three-dimensional Circumplex Model of Family Functioning. There 
also seems to be an element of gender difference in response to 
this dimension. Generally speaking, FACES III is a good instrument 
in its shortness, ease of scoring, and the relatively high 
reliablity for the Cohesion scale. Future studies with the Chinese 
version of FACES III is still advisable in Hong Kong in studying 
family relations. However, some special cautions and modifications 
are necessary: such as using a larger sample size, re-establishing 
cutting scores, ensuring subjects more representative of the 
average Hong Kong person, and further revising on the adaptability 
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I EXTREME " ! 
TYPES 
Table 1 






(N = 102) 
Mean SD 
Wives 





Age 35.90 7.37 37.20 7.51 34.70 7.05 2.42 <.05 
No. of years 
married 8.50 7.45 8.47 7.37 8.54 7.57 NA NA 
,No. of years 











1 .01 .10 NA NA 
1.08 1 .05 NA NA 
Monthly 
income 15,370 12,898 20,493 14,574 10,017 7,963 .58 <.001 
Academic 
attainment* 3.80 1.21 4.06 1.21 ' 3.53 1 .16 14.93 <.005 
Occupation** 3.14 1.06 .93 2.85 1.12 30.69 <.001 
Note: *1, 2, 3, 4, 5 stand for: primary, form 3, form 5, form 7, and tertiary, 
respectively. 
**1,2, 3, 4, 5 stand for: housewife, blue collar, professional, managerial, and 
others, respectively. 
! t-test between husbands and wives. 
NA: Not applicable since both husbands and wives were included in the study. 
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Table 2 
Factor Analyses on FACES III Items 
Items 
2. problem solving participation 
6. leadership participation 
4. flexibility with disagreement 
10.open discussion on conflict 
17.mutual decision-making 
11.feel closeness to each other 
7. more closeness than with friends 
9. prefer each othe~'s company 
13.both present at family activity 
19.togetherness is important 
1. seek mutual help 
3. approve each othe~'s friends 
15.can easily think of things to do 
18.hard to identify who's leader 
20.hard to tell who does what chore 
8. different ways of handling tasks 
16.shifting household responsibility 
14.rules change 
12.spouse makes decisions 
5. like to do things with spouse 
































Factor Analyses on Marital Communication Inventory Items 
Varimax Rotated Factors 
Items 
36. discuss personal matters 
42. sit down and consult each other 
39. talk about pleasant things 
6. understanding your feelings 
31. spouse knows what you want to say 
33. discuss mutual interest 
35. talk about intimate matters 
28. tells you your importance 
24. supprotive of your role as husband/wife 
37. spouse knows your feelings without asking 
15. spouse cheers you up when you are do~n 
22. rationally discuss problems 
9. spouse praises and esteems you 
11. spouse loves you deeply 
1. spouse discusses his/her work/interest with you 
8. spouse listens to what you say 
5. pleasant conversation at meals 
29. easier to trust friends than spouse 
7. spouse critical of you 
27. spouse accuses you of not listeni~g 
25. spouse insults you when angry 
32. spouse likes to interrupt your conversation 
16. difficulty in expressing negative feelings 
40. hesitate to discuss for fear of being hurt 
23. difficulty in expressing true feelings 
17. spouse complains you don't understand 
3. spous~'s tone of voice makes you angry 
19. spouse says one thing and means another 
20. difficulty in discussing different opinions 
34. spouse looks unhappy 
14. spouse lets you do what you are interested 
in when your interests are different 
10. difficulty in understanding spouse's feelings 
41. you only pretend to be listening to spouse 




























































































Reliability Coefficients of Major Variables 
Variables 
Cohesion at Present 
Cohesion in Ideal Situation 
Adaptability at Present 





































































































• 73 .47 
Note: COHA = Cohesion perceived at present; COHB = Cohesion in ideal situation; 
ADAA = Adaptability perceived at present; ADAB = Adaptability in ideal situation; 
DCOH = Discrepancy between perceived and ideal in Cohesion (COHB - COHA); 
DADA = Discrepancy between perceived and ideal in Adaptability (ADAB - ADAA); 
POS = Supportive Communication; NEG = Aversive Communication; SD = Social 
Desirability; and MS = Marital Satisfaction. 
!between husbands and wives. 














Intercorrelations among Demographic and 







No. of years of No. of 





Note: only those significant at the .01 and .001 levels are listed; *p < 
.01, **p < .001. 
stand for those not significant at the .01 or .001 levels. 
a COHA, COHB, ADAA, ADAB, DCOH; DADA, POS, NEG, SD, MS stand for Cohesion 
perceived at present, Cohesion in ideal situation, Adaptability perceived at 
present, Adaptability in ideal situation, Discrepancy between perceived and 
ideal in Cohesion (COHB - COHA), Discrepancy between perceived and ideal in 
Adaptability (ADAB - ADAA), Supportive Communication, Aversive Communication, 














Intercorrelations Among Major Variables 
for all subjects (N = 204) 
COHB ADAA ADAB DCOH DADA, POS NEG 
1.00 
.27** 1.00 
.34** .57** 1.00 
-.40** 1.00 
-.60** .30** .55** 1.00 
.33** .44** -.48** -.39** 1.00 
NEG -.33** -.20* -.31** .22* .32** -.54** 1.00 
SD .28** 




Note: only those significant at the .01 and .001 levels are listed; *p < 
.01, *~ < .001. , 
stand for those not significant at the .01 or .001 levels. 
a COHA, COHB, AD AA , ADAB, DCOH, DADA, POS, NEG, SD, MS stand for Cohesion 
perceived at present, Cohesion in ideal situation, Adaptability perceived at 
present, Adaptability in ideal situation, Discrepancy between perceived and 
ideal in Cohesion (COHB - COHA), Discrepancy between perceived and ideal in 
Adaptability (ADAB - ADAA), Supportive Communication, Aversive Communication, 















Intercorrelations among Demographic and 
major variables for husbands (N = 102) 
No. of No. of 
years No. of years of No. of 
age married children courtship Income Marriages 
Note: only those significant at the .01 and .001 levels are listed; *p < 0.01, **p < 
0.001. 
__ stand for those not significant at the .01 or .001 levels. 
aCOHA, COHB, ADAA, ADAB, DCOH, DADA, POS, NEG, SD, MS stand for Cohesion perceived at 
present, Cohesion in ideal situation, Adaptability perceived at present, Adaptability 
in ideal situation, Discrepancy between perceived and ideal in Cohesion (COHB 
COHA), Discrepancy between perceived and ideal in Adaptability (ADAB ADAA) , 
















Intercorrelations Among Major 
Variables for Husbands (N = 102) 
COHB ADAA ADAB DCOH DADA POS NEG 
1.00 
1.00 
.32* .56** 1.00 
.28* .34* 1.00 
-.60** .37** .53** 1.00 
.32** .39** -.38** -.29* 1.00 





.33* 1 .00 
Note: only those significant at the .01 and .001 levels are listed; *p < 
.01, **p < .001. 
stand for those not significant at the .01 and .001 levels. 
- -
a COHA, COHB, AD AA , ADAB, DCOH, DADA, POS, NEG, SD, MS stand for Cohesion 
perceived at present, Cohesion in ideal situation, Adaptability perceived at 
present, Adaptability in ideal situation, Discrepancy between perceived and 
ideal in Cohesion (COHB - COHA) , Discrepancy between perceived and ideal in 
Adaptability (ADAB - ADAA), Supportive Communication, Aversive Communication, 
Social desirability, Marital Satisfaction, respectively. 
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Intercorrelations among Demographic and 
major variables for Wives (N = 102) 
No. of No. of 
years No. of years of No. of 
married children courtship Income Marriages 
.32* 




only those significant at the .01 and .001 levels are listed; *~ < .01, **p < 
stand for those not significant at the .01 or .001 levels. 
COHA, COHB, ADAA, ADAB, DCOH, DADA, POS, NEG, SD, MS stand for Cohesion perceived at 
present, Cohesion in ideal situation, Adaptability perceived at present, Adaptability 
in ideal situation, Discrepancy between perceived and ideal in Cohesion (CORB 
COHA), Discrepancy between perceived and ideal in Adaptability (ADAB ADAA), 



























Intercorrelations among major 
Variables for Wives (N = 102) 




-.62** -.53** 1.00 
.38** -.52** 
-.29* .29* 
-.45** -.43** .67** 
NEG SD MS 
1.00 
1.00 
·-.56** .32* 1.00 
Note: only those. significant at the . '01 and .001 levels are listed; *p < .01, *~ < 
.001 
__ stand for those not significant at the .01 or .001 levels. 
CORA, CORB, ADAA, ADAB, DCOR, DADA, POS, NEG, SD, MS stand for Cohesion perceived at 
the present moment, Cohesion in ideal situation, Adaptability perceived at the 
present moment, Adaptability in ideal situation, Discrepancy between percecived and 
ideal situations in Cohesion (COHB - ' COHA), Discrepancy between pereived and ideal 
situations in Adaptability (ADAB -ADAA), Supportive Communication, Aversive 





(N = 204) 
Male 
(N = 102) 
Female 
(N = 102) 
Table 13 
Stepwis~ Multiple Regression Analyses 


















.71 ( .72) 
.74(.76) 




















Note: The predictor variables for each regression are COHA, COHB, ADAA, ADAB, DCOH, 
DADA, POS, and NEG. 
COHA = Cohesion perceived at present; COHB = Cohesion in ideal 
Adaptability perceived at present;- ADAB = Adaptability in ideal 
Discrepancy between perceived and ideal in Cohesion (COHB - COHA); 
between perceived and ideal in Adaptability (ADAB - ADAA); 
Communication; and NEG = Aversive Communication. 
situation; ADAA = 
situation; DCOH = 
DADA = Discrepancy 
POS = Supportive 
*( XX) numbers within the parenthesis stand for values when multiple regression 
analyses were calculated after the variables of Age, Number of years of Marriage, 




















Means and Standard Deviations and 
Analyses of Variance of Variables 
According to Family Types 
Midrange 
























Note: SD, POS, NEG, and MS stand for Social Desirability, Supportive Communication, 
Aversive Communication, and Marital Satisfaction respectively. 
*.E < .05. 
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Table 15 
Stepwise Multiple Regression analyses 
on Marital Satisfaction for Paired Couples 
% of unique 
Dependent Variable Variance 
Variable Step entered R accounted for p 
MS 1 NEG .74 56 <.001 
2 COH1 .80 8 <.001 
when Age, SD and Years of Marriage are partialed out 
MS 1 POS .75 31 <.001 
2 NEG .80 7 < .01 
Note: The predictor variables for each regression are COH1, COH2, ADA1, ADA2, POS, 
NEG standing for the paired coupl~'s average in Cohesion perceived at the present 
moment, the paired coupl~'s average in Cohesion in ideal situation, the paired 
couple's average in Adaptability as perceived at the present moment, the paired 
coupl~'s in Adaptability in ideal situation, the paired couple's average in 
Supportive Communication, and the paired Couple's average in Aversive Communication 
respectively. MS stands for the paired coupl~'s average in Marital Satisfaction. 
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棚 ： Graduate Studios in Clinical Psychology l e i . : 609 6501 
心 服 學 系 及 m神n學系 
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9 
If 本 人 許 徐 春 華 （ 許 遒 f e 師 母 ） 乃 番 港 中 文 大 學 硏 究 院 「 臨 床 心 理 學 糸 J 第 三 年 硬 士 1 ¾ 程 應 屆 舉 業 生 , 現 正 進 行 一 項 有 綳 婚 姻 狀 況 之 硏 究 。 策 ® 是 次 硏 究 是 鑑 於 香 港 社 會 離 ^ 數 字 與 日 俱 增 ， 造 成 家 庭 危 機 * 影 镟 子 女 身 心 發 展 和 學 業 成 織 ； 單 親 家 庭 数 字 遞 增 ， 1 問 接 影 樾 社 會 正 常 功 能 之 運 作 。 若 能 瞭 解 促 成 令 人 滿 意 的 婚 姻 因 素 ， 可 以 對 婚 姻 危 機 
fe生預防作用。為此，本人希望透過是次研究，深入瞭解夫婦相處之遒，從而提供一些 
1 阿 行 的 意 見 ， 滌 助 夫 婦 更 融 洽 相 處 ， 令 家 庭 生 活 更 見 和 諧 。 
I . 
是 項 研 究 以 問 卷 形 式 、 選 擇 在 教 會 進 行 ， 原 因 是 教 會 特 別 隞 注 婚 姻 關 係 。 本 人 將 請 
i f e 會 傅 道 人 發 給 各 夫 婦 兩 份 問 卷 講 丈 夫 熵 寫 印 有 「 男 」 字 的 問 卷 ， 麥 子 嫫 寫 印 有 「 女 
字 的 。 請 魔 量 於 一 月 廿 日 前 《 妥 問 卷 ， 放 回 信 封 内 ， 並 煩 交 傅 道 人 鞞 遞 或 直 接 郵 寄 與 
I ； 人 。 一 切 資 料 ， 絶 對 保 密 。 《 寫 者 不 需 署 名 。 苕 有 必 要 ， 夫 婦 回 卷 可 分 別 繳 交 。 
| | " 馘 鱭 協 助 ， 不 勝 銘 感 ， 敬 候 回 卷 。 . 
. -
ft 致 ‘“ 
m 龠 各 余 ® 
鄧 索 琴 博 士 許徐春摩 





_ A P P E N D I X 
C .編號 
| ： 個 人 資 A (男） 
| 編 號 — — 性 別 年 齡 一 一 - 一 - 職 業 
| 結 婚 年 數 一 子 女 人 數 ： — 教 育 程 度 宗 教 信 仰 




1 ) • 婚 姻 膊 該 是 甚 麼 樣 的 來 回 答 。 回 答 時 請 在 下 面 五 個 不 0 的 ' 各 栗 甲 ， 囵 山 個 彳 小 … 倚 疋 
醒 適 當 的 辦 碼 （ 即 以 1 一 5 中 選 一 個 號 碼 ） 。 
| 請 你 不 要 T T 甚 麼 藏 慮 ， 認 真 按 你 自 己 的 意 夢 ® 管 g - ？ S 醫 , 不 要 參 者 配 偶 的 意 見 
I o 如 8 ¾ ¾ 鉍 問 题 不 太 清 楚 如 何 回 答 的 話 ， 請 你 按 情 況 估 計 回 答 。 
1 - g f f 是 ； p 一 i f t i 3 - 有 時 是 ； , 
4 一 經常是 ； 5 — 豳 乎 緦 疋 。 v 
, ： ,i. 
_ . .. .-, • . . 1 • 
1 ” 舉 例 ： 第 十 一 個 問 題 ： ： 
I X 
I 、 你 婚 姻 - 前 的 賞 你所理 
I: 際 情 況 是 怎 樣 的 情 況 是 怎 樣 的 
| 配 偶 和 我 覺 得 關 偽 很 密 切 。 1 ® 3 4 5 1 2 3 (S) 5 
假 如 你 和 配 偶 S 前 的 情 況 是 偶 爾 覺 得 _ 偽 甲 g 切 ； S f g g g 苄 管 婚 ？ £ 
m^W^m ^ 磨 你 就 脾 該 按 下 列 形 式 回 答 ， 在 第 I 部 份 你 應 該 在 「 2 」 上 打 
” & 5 1 翥 1 妇 雪 囂 篇 § 1 鋈 8 » § 醤 垂 瞿 慕 - 切 ， 在 第 I I 部 份 你 應 該 在 「 4 」 
打 圈 ’ 因 為 你 所 理 想 的 婚 姻 是 有 密 切 關 係 的 。 
j 第二頁（請 :W下頁） 
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. 案 是 ： 1 . 幾 乎 不 是 2 . 偶 然 f i 有時•是 4 . 經 常 是 5 . 幾 乎 總 是 
你婚姻目前情況 你理想婚姻情況 
我 和 配 偶 會 彼 此 泶 助 。 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
我 和 配 偶 家 庭 中 領 導 權 分 配 得 均 勻 。 1 2 3 4 5 1‘ 2 3 4 5 
. . 我 贊 許 配 偶 的 朋 友 。 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
丨 我 和 配 偶 能 彈 性 處 理 兩 人 簡 的 意 見 分 岐 。 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
我 和 配 偶 喜 歡 只 與 對 方 一 起 倣 事 。 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 \ 
| 6 . 我 和 配 偶 在 家 中 都 會 領 導 權 。 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
我 感 到 和 配 偶 的 關 偽 比 對 外 人 更 密 切 。 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 . 
我 和 配 偶 處 理 不 同 事 會 用 不 商 方 式 。 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
我 和 配 偶 喜 歡 一 起 渡 過 空 餘 時 間 。 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
J 
| o . 有 衝 突 時 配 偶 和 我 能 坦 誠 討 論 。 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
| l . 配 偶 和 我 覺 得 彼 此 I S 傺 很 密 切 。 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 . 3 4 5 
I 
家事都由配偶決定。 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 „ 
. 3 . 當 有 家 庭 活 動 時 ， 配 偶 和 我 都 會 參 加 。 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 . 
� 4 . 我 和 配 偶 之 間 的 生 活 習 慣 或 攆 例 是 可 以 更 改 的 。 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
丨 | 5，我和配偶很容易想到喜歡一起做的事情。 1 2 3. 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
| 6 . 我 和 配 偶 輸 流 做 家 務 。 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
1 . 7 . 配 偶 或 我 霈 要 做 決 策 時 I 互 相 咨 詢 意 見 。 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
+ 8 . 很 難 分 辨 誰 是 一 家 之 主 。 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
J m , 夫 婦 圃 結 是 十 分 重 要 的 。 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
我 和 配 偶 很 難 界 定 誰 負 《 那 項 家 務 。 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5、 
• . , . . . • 
I . . 第二頁（諳i陴下頁） 
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3.回答一定耍非常誠Iff , _你儘可能坦白作答，你的資料絕對保密，敬請放心。 
.4.利it下面的例子_習一下，並諝在下面右方的四條撗線上»選擰_項打上Wi的符號, 
以峩明你婚姻中的焚際愦形。 
, 時 常 葙 時 很 少 從 不 
你誔子•喜歡談論她己嗎？ . — _ _ _ _ _ 
當她不愉快時，她.讓你知道嗎？ _ _ _ _ _ _ 
” 5.請仔細.閱詖下面毎一問题’如染你對某一题無法作正確的回答，也;®你儘可能地回答锿一 
题。邊份問卷的答案沒葙對或錯的分別.請你依據現在的感覺塡答。 
• 時 常 荷 時 很 少 從 不 
1.她和你討論她的工作和興趣嗎？ — — . — 
2.你有將惝感藏在心中的傾向嗎？ — _ _ _ _ 
3.她說話的蹿調是否令人生氣？ _ _ _ _ _ 
4.她是否傾向於把不該說的寧說出來？ — _ _ _ „ _ 
5.你們吃皈時的交談最輕鬆愉快的嗎.？ _ _ _ 一 — 
6.她瞭解你的情感嗎？ _ _ — — _ . 
7.你•子是否挑剔你？夂 _ _ — — ___ 
8 . 她 會 聽 你 所 要 說 的 話 ‘ _ _ _ . _ _ 一 
9.她恭維和稱讚你嗎？ 〜 . _ _ _ _ _ 一 
10；瞭解你誕子的感情和態度跫浪困難的嗎？ • 一 _ _ — 
11.她對你的愛意很濃嗎？ — _ _ . _ _ . _ 
12.她讓你說完話才回答你所說的嗎？ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 
13.當你們彼此生氣時，會一段時間彼此不說話嗎？ _ _ 一 _ — 
11當你和她的興迦不同時，她讓你去做你蕃歡的興趣或活励嗎？ _ _ _ _ _ _ 
15.當你沮喪宍E時，她會試求振作鄉的糨神嗎？ _ 一 
16.因爲怕她生氣，你很難表遝不同的意见嗎？ • _ _ _ _ _ _ — 、 
17.你樊子抱怨你不瞭解她嗎？ „ _ — ： _ 
18.當你不高興時，你會諷她知道嗎？ . — — — — — — 
• . 19.你焚得她所說的S這樣，而®際另有含意嗎？ ‘ • ——————— 
20:你們很雞心平氣如地討謫®児不同的雖情嗎？ ——一.——— 
21.你們常在金錢上爭論嗎？ 一 一 一 — — 
_22.黨一個問題發生,.並霜耍解決時，你們共同®跫嗎 ’ . 
(用冷靜的_度)？ 一 ~ - — — - _ • 
第 三 頁 （ 請 鹎 下 頁 ) 
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時 常 有 時 很 少 從 不 
23.你®得難以對她获達鸫挝的惝感嗎？ • ___ — 一 — 
24.對於你做丈夫的角色，她愈,丧示合作， 
鼓勵和情感的支持嗎？ — _ _ _ _ •__ 
25.當她對你生氣時，她會侮辱你嗎？ — — _ _ 
26.你們一同參加戶外消遛和活励嗎？ _ _ _ _ — _ _ 
• 27.她‘會資怪你不聽她所說的話嗎？ ： _ — — _ _ 
28.她會譲你知道你對她是很ffl耍昨嗎？ _ _ — _ — 
.29.信賴一個朋友比信賴你誕子SI容芴嗎？ — — — _ . 
30.她信頼別人勝過信賴你嗎？ • — — — . _ 
31.你觉得大多時候她知道你想說的話嗎？ _ _ _ _ _ — 
32.她非常®斷談話嗎？ — _ _ 一 — . 
33.你們豳論一些共同布興趣的事嗎？ . _ _ _ ‘ _ • 
34.你誕子快快不樂或繃著臉嗎？ — — — — 
35.你和她說些親密的3PiS ？ — — 一 _ _ 
.36.你們彼此討論個人.的私-取嗎？ — _ _ — _ 
37.你喪子即使不問你’也知道你今天過得怎樣嗎？ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 
38.她難以對你嶔逮尊道和愛之愦嗎？ — — — — 
39.你們談論當天所發生的愉快®惝嗎？ _ _ _ _ — _ _ 
• 40.因爲怕她傷铍你的情感，你會猶疑和她討論一些事惝嗎？ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 
41.你假裝在倾聴，而«際上你並沒葙聽她在說什麼嗎？ _ _ — _ — 
42,你們曾好好地坐下來®蛩鹖情嗎？ _ _ _ _ — _ _ 
(二)作法說明 • 
下列的句子都是布關個人態度和特赏的描述，諝您仔細閱誔毎一個句子 > 然後判斷寧語句 
所敍述的是否符合您的®®：愦形。如猓您的S際情形確如該龉句所說，那麼就在該迎前&的•括， 




( ) 3 . 有 時 我 會 佔 別 人 的 使 宜 。 
( ) 1 我 從 來 沒 有 強 烈 地 討 ® 過 誰 . 。 
( )5.當我不能隨心所欲時，我會怨天尤人。 ’ 
( ) 6 . •如艰是我不對的話 > 我會與於認鉛。 
()7.對於我励誠別人的話，我緦；Sffli以逊作則 > 嶎體力行。 
( )�.有時’我寧可以牙遝牙，也不願宽恕別人。 ••：--- •. ,‘ 
( 7 9.當我不知道茶些駆愦的時候，我會逛不介S地承認S己的無知。 
( )10,密時，我非常妒嫉別人的好遝縝0 
( )11.有時，我资得別人的不锥迴遇是罪轲應得。 •：. 
( )12.我從來不會無緣酷故的亂發牌氣。• 
( ) 1 3 . 我 從 不 說 謊 。 
()11葙時，我很想打開別人的信偷着一下。 
()15.紅燈苑時》即使馬路上沒有雄镧，我也畲停下來等待。 ， 
7 1 馆 四 頁 （ 諧 聊 下 a ) 





锅福的 1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 悲慘的 




宰®的 1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 悲慘的 
開心的 1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 煩惱的 
無聊的 1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 ‘ 有 f f i 的 
關心的 ’ 1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 排拒的 
自由的 1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 拘束的 
經鬆的 1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 緊張的 ’ 
^ 冰冷的 1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 溫暧的 
歡® 的 1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 厭惡的 _ ‘ 
麻木的 1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 新鮮的 
芈酸的 1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 甜蜜的 
安全的 1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 危險的 
親密的 1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 疏遠的 
像坝落的 1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 像天堂的 • 
痛苦的 1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 愉快的 
計較的 1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 諒解的 
樂觀的 、1 ： 2 ： 3 ： 4 ： 5 ： 6 ： 7 悲觀的 
絕望的 、 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 ’有希盟的 
'無改進可能的 1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 有改逃可能的 
屈辱的 1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 光榮的 
2.您懊悔您結了婚嗎？ 經常懊悔 1 ： 2 ： 3 ： 4 ： 5 ： (5 ： 7 從不懊悔 
3.您曾經考虚過和您的配偶離婚或 經常想到 1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 從朱想過 
分居嗎？ • 
您资得您的婚姻比您预期的好嗎？ •多 1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 好得多 
5.如聚能夠再活一次，您願窓ff和 非常不願窓 1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 非常願葸 
您的配偶結合嗎？ • 
6.您梵得爲家辛勞是値得的嗎？ ；R本不値得 1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 .極爲値渑 
7.跟從前^；起來，您诞得您的婚姻 愈來愈楚 1 : 2 : 3 : 4 : 5 : 6 : 7 愈來愈好 
生活有何改煺‘？ 
第五頁（完） 
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